
Initiative No. 164 to the Legislature:
In 1995, Initiative 164, the Private Property Regulatory Fairness Act, was submitted to the Legislature by Dan Wood 
of Hoquiam, a property-rights advocate, that challenged some of the basic premises of the Growth Management 
Act. In the summer of 1994, Dan Wood and the Umbrella Coalition, a group of wise use and property rights 
advocates, began gathering signatures for the initiative. But, as the deadline to turn in signatures approached, 
they fell short of the required amount to qualify the initiative. The real estate, building and timber industries then 
stepped in and raised $200,000 for professional signature-gatherers, who then gathered more than enough signa-
tures to certify the initiative to the Legislature.

According to The Seattle Times, the initiative would, “Require governments to do a ‘full analysis of the total 
economic impact’ of any proposed land-use regulation at least 30 days prior to adoption. It would require that 
when a government adopts a land-use restriction, it be one ‘that has the least possible impact on private property 
and still accomplishes the necessary public purpose.’ It would consider private property to have been ‘taken for 
general public use’ if regulations stop development to protect wetlands, fi sh or wildlife habitat or buffer zones, 
unless the regulation is needed to stop or prevent a ‘public nuisance.’ It would require governments to pay the 
amount of property value lost through regulations. If the government doesn’t pay, it cannot restrict use of the land. 
And it would prohibit governments from making property owners pay for any studies, maps or reports needed in 
making land-use decisions.” (Postman, David and Jonathan Martin, “Senate Joins Revolt Over Property Rights,” 
The Seattle Times, April 19, 1995)

The Legislature has three choices in dealing with initiatives: it can adopt the initiative as law; or do nothing and 
send it to the voters on the November ballot; or place it on the ballot with a proposed alternative.

Initiative 164 passed the House of Representatives on February 15, 1995 by a vote of 69-yeas, 27-nays, 2-excused. 
It then passed the Senate on April 18, 1995 by a vote of 28-yeas, 20-nays, 1-excused. The initiative was then 
identifi ed as Chapter 98, Laws of 1995. 

1995 Challenge to the Growth Management Act

Text of Initiative 164: Chapter 98, Laws of 1995





Referendum No. 48 to the People:
Even before the Legislature passed Initiative 164, groups such as the League of Women Voters, Common Cause, 
environmentalists and some government offi cials began organizing and raising money to challenge the initiative  
if the Legislature approved it. 

After the law was passed by the Legislature, Lucy Steers, of the League of Women Voters and spokeswoman for 
the “No on Initiative 164” coalition, fi led Referendum 48 on April 19, 1995. Suffi cient signatures were collected 
to place the measure on the ballot at the general election on November 7, 1995, giving voters  an opportunity to 
decide if this act should remain law.

Voters rejected Referendum 48 by a vote of 544,788-for, 796,869-against. As a result, Chapter 98, Laws of 1995 
did not become law.

Referendum Measure 48, 1995 Voters’ Pamphlet
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